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Don't Take Liberties with our Genes 
PHIL BEREANO 
11e Human Genome Project at the Na-1onal Institutes of Health, accord-
mg to Bill Clinton, "will one day in 
the not-too-distant future enable every set 
of parents that has a little baby to get a 
map of the genetic structure of their child. 
So if their child has a predisposition to a 
certain kind of illness or a certain kind of 
problem, ... they will be able to plan that 
child's life, that child's upbringing, to mini-
mize the possibility of the child develop-
ing that illness or that predisposition 
[in order to] enable untold num-
bers of people to have far more 
full lives than would have been 
the case before .. .. " 
Bill Clinton's picture of a won-
derful technofuture sounds like a 
threatening Brave New World to many 
Americans. The confluence of a number 
of technical and social trends has greatly 
enhanced the capacity for genetic surveil-
lance and tracking: 
• The science of genetics is a flourish-
ing new industry, nourished in large part 
by the federally funded Human Genome 
Project. The goal of this ambitious research 
endeavor is to identify every gene found 
in the human body, approximately 100,000 
in all. Much of the research focuses on ge-
netic diagnostics: tests designed to iden-
tify genes thought to be associated with 
various medical conditions. More than 50 
new genetic tests have been identified in 
the past five years alone. 
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• The increasing speed, sophistication, 
affordability, and interconnectivity of com-
puter systems allows the rapid monitoring 
and matching of many millions of records. 
• The promotion of an ideology of · 
geneticization fosters the belief 
that genes are determina-
tive ofan individual's 
behavior, charac-
ter, and fu-
ture. In 
th e 
words of 
Nobel Laureate 
Jim Watson, "We 
used to believe our des-
tiny was in the stars; now we 
know it is in our genes." (The criti-
cal role of environment, and the complex 
interplay between a genome and its sur-
roundings, is largely ignored in the media 
and public discourse about genetics.) 
• Capitalist economic relations have cre-
ated a mad scramble for venture capital, 
the altering of patent laws, and calls for 
mass genetic testing by researchers. 
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Values Underlying Genetic Research 
Technologies are not value-neutral; 
they usually embody the perspectives, pur-
poses, and political objectives of powerful 
social groups. The dominant ideology -in 
Western society proclaims that science and 
technology are value-neutral, and the only 
problems caused by te~hnologies are ei-
ther "externalities" (unintended side ef-
fects) or abuses. 
However, because technologies are 
the result ofhuman interventions into 
the otherwise natural progression of 
activities, they are themselves ac-
tually imbued with intentions 
and purposes. Current tech-
nologies do not equally ben-
efit all segments of society (and 
indeed are not intended to do so). 
The United States is a society in which 
the differential access to wealth and power 
has been exacerbated during recent years. 
Because technologies are intentional in-
terventions into the environment, those 
people with more power can determine the 
kinds of technological developments that 
are researched and implemented. Thus, 
technologies themselves are not neutral; 
they are social and political phenomena. 
Genetic technologies and computerization 
exhibit these characteristics, and reflect 
power differentials in our society. 
Genetic Tests, Class and Consent 
The growth of the mania for testing in 
the US is a manifestation of class relation-
continued on page ten 
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LETTERS TO THE EDITOR 
From time to time (and it has been a 
long time) Resist prints some of the 
letters received from Newsletter readers 
and supporters. Below are a few notes 
that have been sent in the past several 
months. 
Dear Resist, 
I just got the [April 1999] newsletter 
and was pleased to see the space 
devoted to Appalachian activism. I 
especially enjoyed the interview with 
Franki Patton Rutherford. She is a true 
friend and partner with AFSC on welfare 
and poverty issues here. 
As you may recall, the WV Economic 
Justice Project was featured in an earlier 
[January 1999] Resist newsletter. I am 
pleased to report a major victory for the 
families of people with disabilities. As I 
mentioned in the Resist article, WV had 
the harshest welfare policy in the nation 
towards people with disabilities due to 
the choice of counting SSI as family 
mcome . . .. 
Since the Resist article appeared, . .. 
the WV legislature unanimously passed a 
bill [signed by the governor on April 8] 
which ordered DHHR not to count the 
SSI of any family member as family 
income when determining eligibility. The 
bill also orders DHHR to work with the 
state college and university system to 
come up with a plan to enable interested 
welfare recipients to participate in higher 
education. 
This victory came after two years of 
hard work by a number of organizations 
and individuals in the state. I would like 
to thank Resist again for its support for 
WVEJ and other Appalachian organiza-
tions working for social justice. 
- Rick Wilson, West Virginia 
Dear Resist, 
Your [June 1999] issue on Gay Issues 
and schools reminded me of growing up 
in a small town in upstate New York 
where in the 1930s we heard nothing 
about this . . . . 
When I was drafted into the Seabees 
in October 194 3 at the age of 18 there was 
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a banner across the back of the office 
announcing, "If you tell us you are queer, 
you can leave here and we will tell the 
Chief of Police in your hometown." 
What was a poor belle to do? 
You had just signed a form where you 
stipulated yo_u were not homosexual (I 
did not know what the word meant and 
thought it was like syphilis) and you 
were liable to federal prosecution as soon 
as sworn in. 
Under the present military law, the 
"Uniform Code ofMilitary Justice" that 
went into effect in 1950 the mere suspi-
cion a person is gay can make them 
subject to a "Field Board" and picked out 
without a trial. Under the old Articles for 
the Government of the Navy in effect 
from 1792-1950 there had to be a provable 
offense. Under the AGN once you retired 
you were no longer subject to Navy law. 
Under the UCMJ you are subject to 
military law for life, if you are a retiree as I 
am, and can lose your pension for raising 
a pinkie on a teacup. 
-Name Withheld, Revere, MA 
Hi folks, 
It's great that you are now offering 
multi-year general support grants. The 
lack of same is one my chief criticisms of 
most progressive foundations . They 
want a group to shape their work to fit 
proposal guidelines for short-term 
"projects," when what's often needed is 
a more secure extended period of 
financial breathing space to develop and 
strengthen what's in place. Unfortu-
nately, it is mostly the more conservative 
foundations which have realized the 
importance of such a funding strategy. 
- RickJahnkow, Encinitas, CA 
Dear Friends, 
Enclosed please find a check in the 
amount of$25.80 which represents the 
amount offederal excise tax on my 
telephone bills for 1998. For the last 
several years I have participated in 
modest war tax resistance by refusing to 
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pay the telephone excise tax, a remnant of 
the Vietnam War. This tax, as I am sure 
you are aware, was imposed on US. tax 
payers as one more means of raising 
revenue to pay for the Southeast Asian 
military misadventures. The telephone tax 
was never revoked even when the 
Vietnam conflict ended. I feel that 
withholding the telephone tax is one of 
the symbolic ways of expressing outrage 
at the continued misuse of tax money for 
military purposes. Each month along with 
payment for telephone service, I send a 
letter to the phone company explaining 
my refusal to pay the phone tax. 
Resist seems to be a most appropriate 
recipient for funds from war tax resis-
tance. It is a pleasure for me to be able to 
make this donation to you. I hope that I 
can encourage some of my friends to do 
the same. Keep up the good work. 
- Steve Schnapp, Cambridge, MA 
ILLEGITIMAD AUTIIORID 
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For information and grant guidelines, write 
to: Resist, 259 Elm St., Suite 201 
Somerville, MA 02144 
www.resistinc.org; resistinc@igc.org 
Resist Newsletter is published ten times a 
year by RESIST, Inc., (617)623-5110. The 
views expressed in articles, other than edi-
torials, are those of the authors and do not 
necessarily represent the opinions of the 
RESIST staff or board. 
RESIST Staff: Robin Carton 
Carol Schachet 
RESIST Interns: Christine Hopkins 
Emily Allen Wiles 
Newsletter Editor: Carol Schachet 
Printing: Red Sun Press 
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Third World Women Fight Biopiracy 
Monocultures, Monopolies, Myths & the Masculinization of Agriculture 
VANDANASHIVA 
Tam writing this statement from beautiful 
.lnoon Valley in the Himalaya, where the 
monsoons have arrived, and our Navdanya 
(Nine Seeds-Our National Movement on 
Conservation of Biodiversity) team is busy 
with transplanting over 300 rice varieties 
which we are conserving. Our farm does 
not use any chemicals or external inputs. It 
is a self-regenerative system which pre-
serves biodiversity while meeting human 
needs and needs of farm animals. Our two 
bullocks are the alternative to chemical fer-
tilizers which pollute soil and water as well 
as to tractors and fossil fuels which pol-
lute the atmosphere and destabilize the cli-
mate. ' 
The basmati rice which farmers in my 
valley have been growing for centuries is 
today being claimed as "an instant inven-
tion of a novel rice line" by a US Corpora-
tion called RiceTec (no. 5,663,454).2 The 
"neem" which our mothers and grandmoth-
ers have used for centuries as a pesticide 
and fungicide has been patented for these 
uses by W.R. Grace, another US Corpora-
tion. 3 We have challenged Grace's patent 
with the Greens in European Parliament in 
the European Patent Office. 
Reinventing Ancient Knowledge 
This phenomenon ofbiopiracy- through 
which western corporations are stealing 
centuries of collective knowledge and in-
novation carried out by Third World 
women- is now reaching epidemic propor-
tions. Such "biopiracy" is now being justi-
fied as a new "partnership" between 
agribusiness and Third World women. For 
us, theft cannot be the basis of partner-
ship. Partnership implies equality and mu-
tual respect. This would imply that those 
who have engaged in such piracy apologize 
to those they have stolen from and whose 
intellectual and natural creativity they want 
to undermine through intellectual property 
rights (IPR) monopolies. Partnership with 
Third World women necessitates changes 
in the WTOffRIPs (Trade related intellec-
tual property rights) agreement which pro-
tects the pirates and punishes the original 
Vol. 8, #7-8 
innovators as in the case of the US/India 
TRIPs dispute. 4 It also requires changes in 
the US Patent Act which allows rampant 
piracy of our biodiversity related knowl-
edge. These changes are essential to en-
Termination of germination is a means for 
capital accumulation and market expansion. 
However, abundance in nature and for farm-
ers shrinks as markets grow for Monsanto. 
When we sow seed, we pray, "May this 
When we sow seed, we pray, "May this 
seed be exhaustless." Monsanto and the 
USDA on the other hand are stating, "Let 
this seed be terminated, that our profits 
and monopoly be exhaustless." 
sure that our collective knowledge and in-
novation is protected and women are rec-
ognized and respected as knowers and 
biodiversity experts.5 
Women farmers have been the seed 
keepers and seed breeders over millennia. 
The basmati is just one among 100,000 va-
rieties of rice evolved by Indian farmers. 
Diversity and perenniality is our culture of 
the seed. In Central India, which is the 
Vavilov Centre of rice diversity, at the be-
ginning of the agricultural season, farmers 
gather at the village deity, offer their rice 
varieties and then share the seeds. This 
annual festival of "Akti" rejuvenates the 
duty of saving and sharing seed among 
farming communities. It establishes part-
nership among farmers and with the earth. 
Replacing Sustainability with Patents 
IPRs on seeds are, however, criminalizing 
this duty to the earth and to each other by 
making seed saving and seed exchange il-
legal. The attempt to prevent farmers from 
saving seed is not just being made through 
new IPR laws, it is also being made through 
the new genetic engineering technologies. 
Delta and Pine Land (now owned by 
Monsanto) and the US Department of Ag-
riculture (USDA) have established new 
partnership through a jointly held patent 
(No.5723785) to seed which has been ge-
netically engineered to ensure that it does 
not germinate on harvest, thus forcing farm-
ers to buy seed at each planting season. 
RESIST Newsletter 
seed be exhaustless." Monsanto and the 
USDA on the other hand are stating, "Let 
this seed be terminated, that our profits 
and monopoly be exhaustless." 
There can be no partnership between 
the terminator logic which destroys 
nature's renewability and regeneration and 
the commitment to continuity of life held 
by women farmers of the Third World. The 
two worldviews do not merely clash- they 
are mutually exclusive. 
Struggle of Two Cultures 
There are other dimensions of the mu-
tually exclusive interests and perspectives 
of women farmers of the Third World and 
biotechnology corporations such as 
Monsanto. 
The most widespread application of ge-
netic engineering in agriculture is herbi-
cide resistance, i.e., the breeding of crops 
to be resistant to herbicides. Monsanto's 
Round Up Ready Soya and Cotton are ex-
amples of this application. When intro- . 
duced to Third World farming systems, this 
will lead to increased use of agri-chemicals 
thus increasing environmental problems. 
It will also destroy the biodiversity that is 
the sustenance and livelihood base of ru-
ral women. What are weeds for Monsanto 
are food, fodder and medicine for Third 
World women. 
In Indian agriculture women use 150 dif-
ferent species of plants for vegetables, fod-
continued on page four 
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Third World Women Fight Biopiracy 
continued from page three 
der and health care. In West Bengal 124 
"weed" species collected from rice fields 
have economic importance for farmers. 6 In 
the Expana region ofVeracruz, Mexico, peas-
ants utilize about 435 wild plant and animal 
species of which 229 are eaten.7 
The spread of Round Up Ready crops 
would destroy this diversity and the value 
it provides to farmers. It would also under-
mine the soil conservation functions of 
cover crops and crop mixtures, thus lead-
ing to accelerated soil erosion. Contrary to 
Monsanto myths, Round Up Ready crops 
are a recipe for soil erosion, not a method 
for soil conservation. 8 
is based on renewal of the earth's fertility 
and renewal and regeneration of biodiver-
sity. In our paradigms, there is no place for 
monocultures of genetically engineered 
crops and IPR monopolies on seeds. 
Monocultures and monopolies symbol-
iz.e a masculinization of agriculture. The war 
mentality underlying military-industrial 
agriculture is evident from the names given 
to herbicides which destroy the economic 
basis of the survival of the poorest women 
in the rural areas of the Third World. 
Monsanto's herbicides are called "Round 
up," "Machete," "Lasso." American Home 
Products, which has merged with Monsanto 
calls its herbicides "Pentagon," "Prowl," 
Genetic engineering will rob Third World 
women of their creativity, innovation and 
decision-making power in agriculture. 
Women and Biodiversity 
Instead of falsely labelling the patriar-
chal projects of intellectual property rights 
on seed and genetic engineering in agri-
culture which are destroying biodiversity 
and the small farmers of the Third World as 
"partnership" with Third World women, it 
would be more fruitful to redirect agricul-
tural policy towards women-centered sys-
tems which promote biodiversity-based, 
small-farm agriculture. 
A common myth used by Monsanto and 
the Biotechnology industry is that with-
out genetic engineering, the world cannot 
be fed. However, while biotechnology is 
projected as increasing food production 
four times, small ecological farms have pro-
ductivity hundreds of time higher than 
large industrial farms based on. conven-
tional farms.9 
Women farmers in the Third World are 
predominantly small farmers. 10 They pro-
vide the basis of food security, and they 
provide food security in partnership with 
other species. The partnership between 
women and biodiversity bas kept the world 
fed through history, at present, and will 
feed the world in the future. It is this part-
nership that needs to be preserved and 
promoted to ensure food security. 
In this women-centered agriculture, 
knowledge is shared, species and plants 
are kin, not "property," and sustainability 
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"Scepter," "Squadron," "Cadre," "Light-
ning," "Assert," "Avenge." This is the lan-
guage of war, not sustainability. 
The violence intrinsic to methods and 
metaphors used by the global agribusiness 
and biotechnology corporations is a vio-
lence against nature's biodiversity and 
women's expertise and productivity. The 
violence intrinsic to destruction of diver-
sity through monocultures and the destruc-
tion of the freedom to save and exchange 
seeds through IPR monopolies is incon-
sistent with women's diverse non-violent 
ways of knowing nature and providing 
food security. This diversity of knowledge 
systems and production systems is the way 
forward for ensuring that Third World 
women continue to play a central role as 
knowers, producers and providers of 
food. 11 
Genetic engineering and IPRs will rob 
Third World women of their creativity, in-
novation and decision-making power in 
agriculture. In place of women deciding 
what is grown in fields and served in kitch-
ens, agriculture based on globalization, 
genetic engineering and corporate mo-
nopolies on seeds will establish a food 
system and worldview in which men con-
trolling global corporations control what 
is grown in our fields and what we eat. 
Corporate men investing financial capital 
in theft and biopiracy will present them-
RESIST Newsletter 
selves as creators and owners of life. 
We do not want a partnership in this 
violent usurpation of the creativity of cre-
ation and Third-World women by global 
biotechnology corporations who call them-
selves the "Life Sciences Industry" even 
as they push millions of species and mil-
lions of small farmers to extinction. 
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Derailing the Biotech Express 
US & Global Activists at the Crossroads 
RONNIE CUMMINS & 
BEN LILLISTON 
A specter haunts the boardrooms of 
./'"\Monsanto and the other Gene Giants. 
Mass public resistance against genetically 
engineered (GE) foods and crops in West-
ern Europe and India, spearheaded 
by an incredible grassroots cam-
paign in Britain, appears on the verge 
of spreading into North America and 
across the globe. If mass anti-biotech 
campaigns catch °fire in North 
America and Japan- and solidarity 
and cooperation continues to in-
crease between activists in the North 
and South- the Brave New World 
of agricultural biotech may be short-
lived. Even more unnerving to cer-
tain sectors of the economic elite, 
trade wars and collateral damage 
could seriously undermine GATT 
and the World Trade Organization 
as Monsanto and other biotech hard liners 
(including the US government and trade 
officials) tum to ever more extreme mea-
sures to force the citizenry to "shut up and 
eat their Frankenfoods," and compel farm-
ers to plant their "Terminator" and "Trai-
tor" seeds. 
This article will review a few major de-
velopments on the GE front and focus spe-
cifically on US government and industry 
plans to co-opt and divide the growing in-
ternational anti-biotech movement and stifle 
debate in the US. 
The Great Butterfly Battle 
In the most dramatic story of the year 
highlighting the environmental hazards of 
GE crops, Nature magazine published a let-
ter from Cornell University scientists in its 
May 20, 1999 issue indicating that pollen 
from Bt com crops ( crops inserted with the 
pesticide Bacillus thuringiensis) is poison-
ous to Monarch butterflies. Headline sto-
ries of the threat to what the press dubbed 
"the Bambi of the insect world" brought 
home the fact---especially to Americans-
that millions of acres of GE crops are al-
ready under cultivation in the US, with 
untold damage already being done to the 
environment and living creatures. 
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Although Monsanto and the biotech 
industry immediately tried to undercut the 
Monarch story, complaining that the stud-
ies were carried out in a laboratory rather 
than in the fields, another recent study by 
scientists from Iowa State University con-
ducted in and around fields planted with 
A, ,..,, u tit, E•"'JH•n• ""- tltot ,,..,11, ,,,,1,,,,,1,,g Ito, Hffl 
•ttq,ld linr In tli, US, ,1,,,. .,..•11 "•"" no pro61trn . 
Bt com, showed similar results. 
EU authorities reacted to the Monarch 
story by announcing that previous approv-
als for Bt crops in Europe will now have to 
be reviewed and possibly reversed. The 
Bt-Monarch controversy comes on the 
heels of other recent studies showing that 
Bt-spliced crops kill beneficial insects such 
as lacewings and ladybugs, kill beneficial 
soil microorganisms, damage soil fertility, 
and may be harming insect-eating birds. 
In the face of mounting consumer pres-
sure and heavy media coverage of the Bt-
Monarch butterfly controversy, Japanese 
government officials announced in mid-
June that they were suspending approval 
of Bt crops for agricultural production, 
pending the establishment of criteria for 
safety evaluation. Japan's Ministry of Ag-
riculture, Forestry, and Fisheries (MAFF) 
will also apparently decide by the end of 
the year whether mandatory labeling will 
be required for most GE foods. 
In recent international meetings of the 
Codex Alimentarius, Japanese officials 
have refused to support the US position of 
"no labeling" for GE foods. Japan imports 
77% of its soybeans from the USA, as well 
as 87% ofits com. One of the biggest night-
mares of the biotech industry is that Japa-
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nese and Asian anti-GE activists will build 
a mass movement similar to what we are 
now seeing in Europe and India. Japan is 
the largest feed grain importer in the world, 
purchasing 30-40% of US grain exports, 
while Korea and Taiwan combined often 
import almost as much as Japan. 
European Union wins Moratorium 
On June 24, the European Union 
environmental ministers moved to 
implement the legal equivalent of a 
three-year moratorium on any new 
approvals of GE foods or crops. The 
moratorium will remain in effect un-
til more stringent EU safety regula-
tions are put in place in 2002. 
Not since April of 1998 has a GE 
food been approved in Europe. 
"We've had a de facto moratorium, 
and now it's been cast in stone," EU 
Commission spokesman Peter 
Jorgenson told a reporter from Dow 
Jones. While the powerful European 
biotech trade association, EuropaBio, criti-
cized the moratorium as "deplorable," 
Greenpeace spokes-woman Louise Gale cat-
egorized the ministerial decision as "a clear 
step in the right direction," a recognition 
ofEU citizens' "massive rejection ofGMOs 
(genetically modified organisms) in food 
and agriculture." 
US Trade Representative Charlene 
Barshefsky complained that the GE ap-
proval process in the EU had "completely" 
broken down and warned that the White 
House was considering the possibility of 
economic retaliation by filing a formal com-
plaint with the World Trade Organization. 
The EU decision comes in the wake of a 
massive grassroots movement across the 
continent which has provoked major su-
permarket chains, fast-food restaurants, 
food producers, and animal feed compa-
nies in Europe to proclaim a ban on GE foods 
and food ingredients. 
Stuart Eizenstat, nominee for the sec-
ond-highest job at the US Treasury De-
partment, testifying before the US Senate 
on June 29, 1999, provided insight into the 
adminstration's perspective on GE crops: 
"Almost 100 % ofour agricultural exports 
continued on page eleven 
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The Purpose of Genetic Engineering 
To Feed the Hungry or Control Agriculture? 
DONFITZ 
l\. K onsanto claims that genetic engi-
1 V .lneering is necessary to feed the 
world's growing population. But a grow-
ing coalition of environmentalists, farmers, 
and scientists is exposing this claim as a 
cover for grabbing control of world agri-
culture. 
Monsanto spokespeople aggressively 
argue that, since the population will double 
by 2030, we need to grow more food. More-
over, since more land is not available, in-
creased yield from GE crops is essential. 
There are many reasons to be skeptical of 
the claim that agbiotech executives are 
rushing to GE out of concern for hunger. 
Hunger for Control 
It is easy to think that if people go hun-
gry, then there must be a shortage of food. 
This is not the case. There is already 
enough food for everyone on the planet. 
People starve because food is produced 
for profit and does not reach people in des-
perate need but with little money. Ethiopia 
exported livestock feed to Europe at the 
same time its people were dying of famine 
in 1984. On the reverse side, Monsanto 
devoted enormous resources to develop-
ing recombinant Bovine Growth Hormone 
(rBGH), which it promised would increase 
milk production 10-15%. When rBGH was 
approved in 1994, the US had a surplus of 
milk. 
Despite Monsanto's rant that GE is nec-
essary to boost agricultural yield, many 
studies show a decline in productivity from 
GE crops. Summarizing data after Roundup 
Ready soy had been used in eight states, 
Dr. Charles Benbrook says the evidence is 
"overwhelming and indisputable" that GE 
soy has a 4 to 6% lower yield. 
In addition to reducing crop production, 
the use of GE varieties is likely to shift pro-
duction away from staple food crops. Re-
porting from his studies of Brazilian agri-
culture, George Monbiot notes that 56% 
offarmers, with only 3% of the land, pro-
duce almost all of that country's staple 
crops such as com and beans. Big land-
owners tend to produce cash crops for ex -
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port such as pineapples, flowers, tea, and 
cereals for animal food. The added costs 
of GE will increase the impoverishment of 
small farmers, and thereby encourage con-
centration of land in the hands of those 
least interested in growing food for human 
consumption. 
In short, GE seeds have nothing to do 
with solving world hunger and have ev-
erything to do with restructuring world 
agriculture. 
Creating Global Dependence 
The plan of several mutinationals seems 
to be to change the underdeveloped world 
to an "American model," where a few 
megacorporations decide what is grown 
and how it is grown. These corporations 
stand to make immense profits. 
The neoliberal revolution in agriculture 
aims for farms in Latin America, Africa and 
Asia to become either huge rural land-fac-
tories or medium-large vassals of agro-
chemical companies. The land-factories are 
prefigured in Tyson's chicken farms in Ar-
kansas and vertically-integrated (from se-
men to celophane) hog production which 
eliminated half of Missouri's family hog 
farms between 1994 and 1997. 
Using Monsanto's GE seeds requires 
farmers to pledge to use Monsanto's chemi-
cals and surrender their right to save seed. 
Farmers buying Monsanto's seed must 
grant the corporate overlord the right to 
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venture onto their land to take samples for 
genetic testing. 
The revolution of GE in agriculture prom-
ises to repeat on a grander scale the con-
sequences of the chemical revolution: in-
creased expenses, loss of small farms, and 
unknown damage to farmers, consumers 
and ecosystems. GE may increase crop 
yields a little in some plants, but farmers 
choose GE varieties mainly because they 
allow greater pesticide usage. Two-thirds 
of GE crops have been altered for herbi-
cide tolerance (not increased yield). 
Opposition Cropping Up 
Slogans such as "No Patents on Life!" 
"Ban GE Food!" and "Terminate the Termi-
nator!" are capturing the hearts of millions. 
Farmers have burned Monsanto test fields 
in India, and, in Bangladesh, forced it to 
withdraw micro-credit schemes designed 
to addict them to the new technology. 
From 1997 through 1999 Europe saw an 
explosion in awareness of the health dan-
gers of"Frankenfood" and threats to eco-
systems posed by GE. Fields of test GE 
crops have been pulled up, farmers have 
demonstrated with environmentalists, and 
consumers have not been hoodwinked by 
Monsanto's pro-GE advertising campaign. 
Suffering from extensive agribusiness 
influence on the media, Americans are less 
aware of the issues. But a large majority 
tell pollsters they want GE food to be la-
beled. In 1998, the "First Grassroots Gath-
ering on Biodevastation" was hosted by 
the Gateway Green Alliance in St. Louis 
with financial support from Resist. The 
Gathering became a focal point for bring-
ing together voices of criticism and two 
more Biodevastation Gatherings have oc-
curred. 
The reorganization of world agriculture 
is neither a done deal nor destined to fail. 
Agribusiness has huge financial resources, 
close ties to government, and the backing 
of several international trade agreements. 
At the same time, awareness of dangers 
posed by GE expands daily. The outcome 
will depend on whether alliances can 
deepen and expand widely enough to halt 
the impending agricultural revolution. 
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Sources: Much of the information in this 
article is from essays in the collections 
"Genetic Engineering: The Unheard Dan-
gers and The Political Economy of Genetic 
Engineering," published as Synthesis/Re-
generation 18 and 19 (Winter & Spring, 
1999), available for $3.95 each from WD 
Press, PO Box 24115, St. Louis MO 63130. 
Information is also from the following: M. 
Lappe & B. Bailey (1998) Against the Grain: 
Biotechnology and the Corporate Take-
over of Your Food (Monroe, ME: Common 
Courage Press). V. Shiva (1997) Biopiracy: 
The Plunder of Nature and Knowledge 
(Boston: South End Press). 
Don Fitz is a member of the Green Party 
of St. Louis/Gateway Green Alliance, 
and The Greens/Green Party USA. He is 
editor of Synthesis/Regeneration: A 
Magazine of Green Social Thought 
Gateway Green Alliance received a 
grant from Resist in 1998. 
Food Labels & the Right to Vote 
A Local Peti,tion Initiative Sparks Debate Over Both 
TAMMYSHEA 
Should you have the right to know what 
you are eating? This question is fast turn-
ing into a different one: "Do you have the 
right to ask?" Residents of the greater St. 
Louis-area (world headquarters of 
Monsanto) are hearing Monsanto support-
ers answer both questions with an unam-
biguous "No!" 
In December 1998 Gateway Green Alli-
ance (GGA) members and local residents 
asked the Webster Groves City Council to 
pass an ordinance requesting the State of 
Missouri and the US Congress to pass a 
mandatory labeling law for all genetically 
modified food and crops. The recommen-
dation would be neither binding nor en-
forceable, but it would make a statement 
about the desire of area consumers to know 
what is in their food. 
Council members claimed that munici-
pal governments do not traditionally take 
up matters of federal policy. That argument 
holds little water since the City of Webster 
Groves is among a number of municipali-
ties that have addressed issues of national 
relevance. For instance, many cities passed 
resolutions opposing the war in the Per-
sian Gulf in the early 1990's. Webster 
Groves itself passed a 1996 resolution re-
garding federal policy on nuclear waste 
transportation that made explicit demands 
from federal and state authorities to dem-
onstrate and justify transporting nuclear 
waste through highly populated metropoli-
tan areas that included the city of Webster 
Groves. The resolution set a precedent for 
commenting on and imploring change of a 
federal policy by a municipal government. 
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Taking it to the Streets 
After the Council refused to pass the 
ordinance, GGA and other activists tried a 
different tactic. The Webster Groves City 
Charter states that a petition with 10% of 
the number of votes cast in the most recent 
municipal election are sufficient to require 
the Council to approve an ordinance or 
submit it to a city-wide vote. Upon receiv-
ing the required petitions, the Webster City 
Clerk forwarded them to the County of St. 
Louis, which certified more than enough 
signatures as valid. 
The City Council again declined to pass 
the ordinance. In the meantime, an opposi-
tion group made up of Monsanto employ-
ees began to lobby the Council against the 
ordinance. 
Monsanto supporters claimed that the 
ordinance was a waste of time and money 
for the city. They argued that the Food and 
Drug Administration (FDA) didn't require 
labels on GE foods and, we should "just 
trust the government." 
Arguments opposing the ordinance 
ranged from "This will be bad for commerce 
in the city," to "I-don't want the govern-
ment telling what I can't eat." Labeling 
opponets attempted to blame the pure food 
activists for the costs of an election, de-
spite the fact that passage of the ordinance 
would not cost the city a dime. 
Green representatives spoke to the need 
for consumers to be able to identify foods 
that had been genetically altered and 
pointed to examples of products with simi-
lar labels, such as organic foods. They also 
provided a critical analysis of the dangers 
to human health and the environment from 
GE products, backed by scientific sources. 
Environmental activists reminded the 
Council ofMonsanto's legacy of environ-
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mental destruction and concluded by read-
ing passages from the Webster Groves City 
Charter which describe the importance of 
self-governance. 
Although the Charter requires the Coun-
cil to then place the issue before a vote of 
the people, the Council refused to do this 
as well. Greens interpret that action as a 
direct violation of the City Charter and a 
clear obstruction of democratic process. 
Apparently, the city officials are willing to 
risk a legal battle defending the violation 
of their charter rather than pass it or allow 
their citizens to vote on the issue. 
Residents and the GGA are in process 
of taking the issue to court. As of this writ-
ing, the case has been assigned to a judge 
and Greens are waiting for a hearing date. 
With each level of debate over labelling 
and consumers' rights--both in the Coun-
cil and in the court--activists increase the 
public awareness of GE products and po-
tential dangers. 
The outcome of this case promises to 
be interesting. If the citizens of Webster 
Groves are allowed a vote, the issue will 
receive further discussion and people will 
have a chance to decide on a request for 
labels. If the City of Webster Groves and 
Monsanto win, it will further illustrate a 
fundamental problem with GE food and 
crops- that GE agriculture is being ush-
ered in without consideration to what 
people really want and that its success re-
quires silencing critics, violating law, and 
subverting democratic process. 
Tammy Shea is a member of the Gateway 
Green Alliance. GGA received a grant 
from Resist in 1998. For information, 
contact GGA, PO Box 8094, St. Louis, 
MO 63156. 
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Disability Activists Warn of Eugenics 
LAURA HERSHEY 
Disability-rights activists, myself in-
cluded, have become increasingly 
alarmed about the economic and political 
issues arising from the rapidly advancing 
field of genetic research. The Human Ge-
nome Project, a multi-year, multimillion-dol-
lar government-funded endeavor, promises 
eventually to "map" all of the 60,000 to 
90,000 human genes and chromosomes. 
Scientists now expect to be finished se-
quencing genetic information by the year 
2003, or even sooner. 
The application of genetic knowledge 
to the repair of damaged genes, for the 
purpose of treating certain illnesses, may 
offer welcome benefits to some people with 
disabilities. But genetic research is likely 
to be put to other, more insidious, uses 
such as denying health insurance, even 
jobs, to people whose genes predispose 
them to medical problems. Another threat 
is the implementation of eugenic policies 
to "weed out" certain types of people from 
the population. Thus, along with the much-
heralded scientific advances offered by 
genetic research, disability activists ner-
vously witness a resurgence of eugenic 
thinking. 
Genetic Screening Against Disability 
Using ultrasound and abortion to se-
lect a child's sex is regarded as unaccept-
able to most people. Using genetic testing 
to eradicate characteristics such as homo-
sexuality is still a new concept, but is likely 
to cause a great deal of controversy. Yet 
the media and the public seem to accept, 
almost without question, the idea of screen-
ing for genetic anomalies that cause dis-
abilities and then using that information to 
eliminate certain conditions, by eliminat-
ing their carriers before birth. 
Scientists and journalists may consider 
genetic screening against disability a wise 
public health strategy. But the progressive 
disability community sees the dangers in-
herent in targeting genetic research toward 
efforts to do away with disability. Ruth 
Ricker, who has congenital dwarfism, and 
who formerly served as president of Little 
People of America, wrote, "The basic pre-
sumption that disability is a condition to 
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Attempting systematically to wipe out 
disabilities is the wrong solution. Instead, 
society should commit itself to full equality 
for people with disabilities. 
be cured or prevented devalues people liv-
ing with disabilities." 
Many people assume that people with 
disabilities would want to spare future gen-
erations from the difficulties we had to en-
dure. But this assumption relies on another 
assumption, that our disabilities are inher-
ently problematic. The disability-rights 
movement disputes that idea. Rather than 
blaming our physical or mental disabilities 
themselves, we see our problems as rooted 
in social, physical, economic and political 
barriers. Attempting systematically to wipe 
out disabilities is the wrong solution. In-
stead, society should commit itself to re-
moval of these barriers, and to full equality 
for people with disabilities. 
Still, why would disabled adults object 
to genetic practices which do not directly 
affect us? At first glance, genetic screen-
ing seems to target only potential people 
with disabilities - either fetuses diagnosed 
with genetic anomalies, or those not yet 
conceived, but at risk of such anomalies. 
But in fact, the mindset that advocates the 
widespread, even routine use of screening 
also promotes efforts to "prevent disabil-
ity" - not by reducing occupational haz-
ards and violence, nor by improving health 
care or environmental conditions; but by 
deterring the births of children who may 
have disabilities. 
Genetic counseling, prenatal testing, 
and selective abortions arise from - and 
reinforce - the erroneous and dangerous 
belief that people with disabilities are a 
problem. As our society struggles with the 
allocation of health care resources, we over-
look the vast amounts of money which are 
consumed by corporate bureaucracies and 
private profits. People with disabilities are 
scapegoated for needing and using expen-
sive medical services and ongoing supports. 
As a feminist, I have always been pro-
choice on matters of reproductive freedom. 
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That's another reason that the new eugen-
ics movement disturbs me: It 's not about 
granting women greater autonomy; it 's 
about pressuring women to carry out pub-
lic policies which are driven by scarcity 
economics, utilitarianism, and deep-seated 
social prejudice against people with dis-
abilities. It's also about stigmatizing women 
who do bear children who have disabilities. 
As an example, witness the recent re-
marks ofDr. Bob Edwards, world-renowned 
embryologist and creator of Britain's first 
test-tube baby. Speaking at an international 
fertility conference, Edwards said the in-
creasing availability of prenatal screening 
for genetic disease gave parents a moral 
responsibility not to give birth to disabled 
children. Edwards celebrated a new age in 
which every child would be genetically 
acceptable. "Soon," he pronounced, "it will 
be a sin of parents to have a child that 
carries the heavy burden of genetic dis-
ease. We are entering a world where we 
have to consider the quality of our chil-
dren." At the same conference, physicians 
were discussing the development of a new, 
comprehensive national screening program 
for Down's syndrome. The program, ex-
pected to begin next year, will essentially 
mandate testing for all pregnant women. 
Not Model Citizens 
Since virtually the beginning of the dis-
ability-rights movement, activists have cri-
tiqued "the medical model." This model 
viewed people with disabilities-our bod-
ies, our social identity, our private histo-
ries- as pathology. The medical model 
viewed people with disabilities as afflicted, 
ill, aberrant, burdened patients to be cured, 
or at least rehabilitated. 
We refuted the mastery of the physi-
cian, and challenged the built-world around 
us to change, to adapt to our nonstandard 
continued on page nine 
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specifications. The disability-rights move-
ment insists on accessibility and accom-
modations, not as benevolent gestures to-
ward the "less fortuante" but as the civil 
rights of a large political minority. 
Increasingly, another ideology is evolv-
ing from the medical model. The field of 
public health has gained prominence in re-
cent years, spawning new, perhaps equally 
coercive beliefs about disability. 
Under the public health model, one 
person's health or illness becomes a soci-
etal responsibility. Health equals good citi-
zenship, whereas illness is expensive, dis-
ruptive, and (with genetic intervention) can 
be preventable. 
For all its oppressiveness, the old medi-
cal model did claim as its primary concern 
the well-being of the patient herself. Its 
definitions and prescriptions could be pro-
foundly misguided, but they were made in 
the name of serving the disabled person's 
needs. In contrast, the public health model 
aims to serve the dominant (nondisabled) 
majority, by cutting costs associated with 
disability. As disability-rights advocate, 
author, and psychologist Carol Gill points 
out, the idea of "promoting wellness" 
sounds benign - but in practice, it can 
mean that "disenfranchised people suffer." 
· A Place at the Research Table 
This isn't just a matter of good science 
being used for bad purposes. Disability 
activists question the research itself; we 
deserve and demand an opportunity to 
give input into the directions taken by the 
Human Genome Project and other research 
endeavors. This means questioning the pre-
sumption of total scientific objectivity. 
Writes Ricker: "In the present context, 
each time a scientist decides to do research 
on a particular gene or trait in order to fig-
ure out how to alter that gene or trait to 
result in an 'improved' human being, that 
scientist is making a eugenic decision. De-
ciding which genes to investigate, alter, 
delete or insert is a process inherently im-
bued with value judgements about what is 
'good' and 'bad' for humankind." 
Laura Hershey is an activist, writer, 
organizer, and trainer in Denver, CO. 
She writes an on-line disability-rights 
column called "Crip Commentary, " at 
< http://ourwor/d.compuserve.com/ 
homepages/LauraHershey>. 
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Partial List of Resources on Genetics for Activists 
Campaign for Food Safety 
(formerly Pure Food Campaign) 
860 Highway 61, Little Marais, MN 55614 
alJiance@mr.net;www.purefood.org/ 
A public interest organization acting as a 
global clearinghouse for information on 
sustainability. 
The Campaign to Label 
Genetically Engineered Foods 
POBox55699 
Seattle, WA 55699 
www.thecampaign.org 
The Center for Food Safety 
www.icta.org 
A division of the International Center for 
Technology Assessment which oversees 
the Organic Watch and the Organic Food 
Action Network. 
Council for Responsible Genetics 
5 Upland Road, Cambridge, MA 02140 
crg@essential.org; ~.gene-watch.org 
A non-profit organization of scientists, 
public health advocates, and others 
promoting a public interest agenda for 
biotechnology. 
FarmAid 
P.O. Box 228, Champaign, II..61824 
1-800-FARMAID 
The organization seeks to preserve tradi-
tional farm culture and safe family farm 
grown food. 
Greenpeace International 
www.greenpeace.org/~geneng/ 
Documents protests against genetic 
manipulation and offers an overview of 
the activism issues surrounding genetics. 
Indigenous Peoples Coalition Against 
Biopiracy (IPCB) 
P.O. Box 72, Nixon, NV 89424 
IPCB@niec.net; www.niec.net 
A coalition of indigenous organizations 
throughout the Americas which resists 
the exploitation of indigenous peoples' 
biological resources. 
Institute for Agriculture & Trade Policy 
A leading public organization concentrat-
ing on matters of agriculture and trade. 
2105 First Avenue South 
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Minneapolis, MN 55404 
www.iatp.org 
Pesticide Action Network North 
America (PANNA) 
panna@panna.org;www.panna.org 
One of five PAN Regional Centers cam-
paigning to replace pesticides with eco-
logically sound alternatives and to in-
crease citizen access to information on 
pesticide hazards. 
Rural Advancement Foundation 
International (RAFI) 
P.O. Box 640, Pittsboro, NC 27312 
rafi@rafi.org; www.rafi.org 
An international NGO dedicated to sus-
tainable improvement of agricultural 
biodiversity and to the socially respon-
sible development of technologies. 
Secretariat of Diverse Women 
for Diversity 
Research Foundation for Science, Tech-
nology, and Ecology 
A-60, Hauz-Khas, New Dehli -110016, India 
vshiva@giasdl 10 l . vsnl.net. in; 
www.indiaserver.com/betas/vshiva 
Third World Network 
www.twnside.org.sg/souths/twn/bio/htrn 
Compilation of articles and books about 
biotechnology problems facing Southern 
hemisphere countries. 
Union of Concerned Scientists 
www.ucsusa.org/agriculture/ 
A coalition of citizens and scientists 
offering analysis, policy development 
and advocacy about genetically modified 
organisms and biotechnology. 
Washington Biotechnology Action 
Council (WasbBAC) 
radin@u.washington.edu; 
weber. u. washington.edu/~radin/ 
WashBAC offers expertise in technical 
and insurance matters to many biotech-
nology movements, such as the fight 
against genetic discrimination. 
Women's Environmental Network 
Test Tube Harvest Campaign 
87 Worship Street, London EC2A 2BE, UK 
e-mail: TestTube@~gn.apc.org 
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ships through new tech-
nological possibilities: 
employers test employ-
ees, insurance compa-
nies and health organi-
zations test patients, 
An overemphasis on the role 
of genes in human health 
neglects environmental and 
social factors. 
college officials test stu-
dents, legislators pass 
bills to test a variety of dis-empowered 
groups (welfare recipients, prisoners, im-
migrants and the Like). For example: 
• A pregnant woman whose fetus tested 
positive for cystic fibrosis was told by her 
health maintenance organization (HMO) 
that it would be willing to cover the cost of 
an abortion but would not cover the infant 
under the family's medical policy if she 
elected to carry the pregnancy to term. 
• A healthy woman who casually men-
tioned to her family doctor that her father 
had been diagnosed with Huntington's 
disease, and that she herself was at risk for 
inheriting this genetic disorder, was later 
denied disability insurance because insurers 
found a note about her father's diagnosis. 
• A healthy boy who carried a gene pre-
disposing him to a heart disorder was de-
nied health coverage by his parents' in-
surance company, even though the boy 
took medication that eliminated his risk of 
heart disease. 
• The US Department of Defense insists 
on taking DNA samples from all its per-
sonnel, ostensibly for identification of 
those killed in action and body parts from 
military accidents-despite the fact that the 
samples are to be kept for 50 years (long 
after people have left active duty). The pro-
gram includes civilian employees, and the 
agency refuses to issue regulations bar-
ring all third party use. 
• The FBI has been promoting the ge-
netic screening of criminals to establish 
state DNA identification data banks to be 
used in criminal investigations; recent Fed-
eral legislation penalizes states fiscally if 
they don't participate. Yet the data includes 
samples from those whose crimes have low 
recidivism rates or don't leave tissue 
samples; in some states people merely ac-
cused are forced into the program. 
The American Civil Liberties Union ad-
vocates that "the decision to undergo ge-
netic screening is purely personal;" it 
should not be "subject to control or com-
pulsion by third parties" or the govern-
ment. And "where a person has intention-
Page IO 
ally undergone genetic screening proce-
dures there must be no disclosure of find-
ings to third parties without the express 
and informed consent of the subject given 
after the results of the screening are made 
known to the subject .... " 
Yet patients' records "are commodities 
for sale," in the words of the New York 
Times; and a panel of the US National Re-
search Council warned this March that the 
computerized medical records of millions 
of citizens are open to misuse and abuse. 
Authoritarian-minded public officials are 
trying to extend testing without consent. 
Louisiana has a statute requiring all 
arrestees to be tested (a provision the New 
York City police chief believes is worth 
enacting up North-his boss, Mayor 
Guiliani thinks everybody should be DNA-
tested at birth.) 
The scope of the informed consent 
should define future allowable uses of the 
samples, denying all future unconsented 
research uses. If the argument is made that 
this may compromise the ability to do re-
search, we should remember that uphold-
ing civil liberties values often leads to inef-
ficiencies; we could catch more crooks if 
we did away with the Fourth Amendment 
prohibition on warrantless searches. 
Insurance and Genetic Discrimination 
Genetic discrimination is the other ma-
jor civil liberty threatened by genetics re-
search. Scientists working with the Coun-
cil for Responsible Genetics have docu-
mented hundreds of cases where healthy 
people have been denied insurance or em-
ployment based on genetic "predictions." 
Of course, relatively few genetic dis-
eases are deterministic; most tests (which 
have inherent limits themselves) cannot tell 
us if a genetic mutation will become mani-
fest; if it does do so, when in life this will 
occur; and if it happens, how severe the 
condition will be. In addition, many genetic 
conditions can be controlled or treated by 
interventions and environmental changes; 
that is why governments mandate testing 
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newborns for PKU. 
Recent Federal legislation, the Kennedy-
Kassebaum bill, limits genetic discrimina-
tion regarding certain medical insurance 
policies, but does not apply to others, nor 
to life, disability, or automobile insurance, 
nor to employment-all areas of docu-
mented discrimination. Slowly, state by 
state, the CRG, ACLU, and patients' rights 
groups are trying to get legislation passed 
to reduce or eliminate genetic discrimina-
tion; about 40 states have enacted some 
type of protections. 
President Clinton announced his sup-
port of a Federal bill which would prohibit 
health insurance providers from using any 
types of genetic information for making 
decisions about whether to cover a person 
or what premium to charge. This legisla-
tion would address some of the discrimi-
nation problems which have been occurring. 
Beyond the risk of discrimination, how-
ever, society's fascination with genetic 
determinism has other social and political 
consequences. An overemphasis on the 
role of genes in human health neglects en-
vironmental and social factors. For example, 
strong evidence points to links between 
environmental contamination and cancer. 
Current research priorities, however, are 
skewed toward identifying genetic predis-
positions to cancer. If cancer is cast prima-
rily as a genetic disease, then legislators 
may discard efforts to clean up environ-
mental carcinogens in favor of a search for 
"cancer genes." 
In effect, we encourage a ''blame the vic-
tim" mindset, where we condemn people 
with "faulty" genes. Social conditions such 
as poverty or environmental pollution, 
which correlate directly with poor health 
and higher mortality rates, become less 
important. And economic and social re-
sources end up being diverted into finding 
biomedical "solutions" while societal mea-
sures get short-changed. 
Although new technologies claim to 
offer us more "freedom," they really can 
threaten our civic values. This is certainly 
true of the new biology. As Jefferson 
warned, "the price ofliberty is eternal vigi-
lance"-it isn't genetically hard-wired to 
happen automatically. 
Phil Bereano is a member of the Board 
of Directors of the Council on Respon-
sible Genetics and a long time Resist 
supporter. 
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in the next five years will be genetically 
modified or combined with bulk commodi-
ties that are genetically modified ... The 
EU's fear ofbioengineered foods ... is the 
single greatest trade threat that we face." 
Rounding Up the Losses 
One of Monsanto's lead GE products is 
Roundup-ready soybeans (RRS), designed 
to be resistant to the potent pesticide 
Roundup. With promises of higher yields, 
Roundup soybeans have already taken up 
to 40-50% of the domestic market. 
The July 10 magazine New Scientist 
(UK) contains an article on recently re-
leased USDA data on GE crops that essen-
tially reaffirms Dr. Charles Benbrook and 
others' analysis that herbicide-resistant 
and Bt crops are neither producing higher 
yields nor reducing pesticide use. Accord-
ing to Kurt Kleiner of the New Scientist: 
"Most American farmers who have turned 
to genetically engineered crops seem to be 
getting yields no better than farmers who 
grow traditional varieties. They also appear 
to be using similar quantities of pesticides." 
Not only is the promise of higher yield 
apparently false, but according to Dr. Marc 
Lappe from the Center for Ethics and Tox-
ins, RRS soybeans are not as nutritious as 
the naturally occurring variety. Dr. Lappe 
published with two other scientists July 1 
a peer-reviewed study in the Journal of 
Medicinal Food pointing out that 
Monsanto's RRS soybeans contain 12-14% 
lower levels ofbeneficial, naturally occur-
ring phytoestrogens (thought to provide 
natural protection against breast cancer, 
heart disease, and osteoporosis) than con-
ventional soybeans. 
Monsanto has vehemently denied 
Lappe's claims. Monsanto previously in-
tervened with a publisher to try to prevent 
Lappe and Britt Bailey's anti-biotech book, 
Against the Grain, from being published. 
Some Buyers Say No 
According to an article in the July 2 
Farmers Weekly (UK), after major US com 
buyers Archer Daniels Midland and A.E. 
Staley announced they would no longer 
purchase GE com which was unapproved 
for sale in the EU, up to 20% of US com 
farmers in some areas returned their unap-
proved GE com seeds to seed distributors. 
In the May 6 issue of Post, an insurance 
magazine, a manager for insurance giant 
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Consumer polls show that 
80-90°/o of Americans 
support mandatory labeling 
ment in the US. The 
biotech industry un-
derstands quite well 
consumer polls over 
the past ten years that 
show that 80-90% of 
Cigna International, Maunce Pullen, rec-
ommended that insurance companies think 
twice before issuing insurance policies to 
genetic engineering companies: "Our ex-
perience with asbestos, PCBs, and other 
'miracle' products in the past should have 
warned us of the potential dangers of div-
ing into issues before we have an adequate 
awareness of the exposures." 
According to the British and Brazilian 
press, more and more major supermarket 
chains, food producers, and animal feed 
companies in Europe are starting to tum to 
Brazil, rather than the US (where GE and 
non-GE soybeans continue to be co-
mingled), for their soybean imports. This 
is alarming to US farmers and the White 
House, since US ag exports are already in 
crisis, with a 14% decline overall in exports 
since last year. Meanwhile prices paid to 
farmers for US soybeans have dropped to 
a 27-year low, with overall US soybean ex-
ports declining by 38%. 
In addition the US has lost $400 million 
in com exports to Europe over the past two 
years because of the EU public's rejection 
ofGEcom. 
Organizing in the USA 
Over three dozen NGOs and consumer 
groups in the US- including for the first 
time several national environmental 
groups- have begun holding anti-biotech 
meetings, participating in conference calls, 
and organizing press events and protests. 
According to a report by Bill Lambrecht in 
the St. Louis Post-Dispatch on May 30, a 
number of major non-profit foundations in 
the US are on the verge of pouring signifi-
cant financial resources into public inter-
est organizations in order to facilitate an 
American GE public awareness campaign. 
Proponents of GE realize they're going 
to have to make at least some minor con-
cessions on the biotech labeling front in 
order to head off a trade war with the EU, 
prevent the GE controversy from heating 
up in Japan and other major US export mar-
kets, and prevent the emergence of a seri-
ous debate and organized opposition move-
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Americans support 
mandatory labeling, 
and that 60% or so, if foods were clearly 
labeled, would attempt to avoid buying GE 
products. They also understand that there 
isn't more of a controversy yet in the US 
because consumers erroneously believe 
that GE foods (except for rBGH-derived 
dairy products) are not available. A 1999 
study by the International Food Informa-
tion Council, a government and industry-
funded group, found that 4 7% of Ameri-
cans believe that there aren't any geneti-
cally engineered foods on the market yet. 
The biotech lobby apparently believes 
that a more moderate set of proposed na-
tional organic standards--one that specifi-
cally excludes GE, irradiation, and toxic 
sludge-will placate US organic consum-
ers. Beyond this, if the overall biotech de-
bate in the US starts to get out of hand, 
they are willing to entertain the notion of 
partial, voluntary industry labeling. The 
White House and the Gene Giants believe 
that segregation and labeling of GE exports 
will placate Europeans and Asians, and that 
over time everyone will calm down. 
In the meantime they intend to use the 
GATT, the World Bank, the IMF, and other 
corporate and biotech-friendly institutions 
to rewrite global trade agreements and in-
vestment policies so that nation states no 
longer have the ability to respond to citi-
zen demands for rigid controls over genetic 
engineering technologies. As an ultimate 
fall-back plan, our sources tell us, the 
White House would conceivably consider 
a general and deliberately vague label on 
food products that says something like 
"This product may contain bioengineered 
or irradiated ingredients ... " 
Of course this is not enough. Campaign-
ers in the US and around the world must 
prepare ourselves for a protracted struggle. 
The battle has just begun. 
This article is excerpted from Campaign 
for Food Safety News (#20, July 14, 
1999). For more information, contact: 
Campaign for Food Safety (formerly 
Pure Food Campaign), 860 Highway 61, 
Little Marais, Minnesota 55614. 
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Resist awards grants six times a year to 
·groups throughout the United States en-
gaged in activism for social and economic 
justice. In this issue of the Newsletter we 
list a few grant recipients from our August 
allocation cycle. For more information, con-
tact the groups at the addresses below. 
CAUSA 
3248 Market Street 
Salem, OR 97301; mano@open.org 
CAUSA is a statewide, grassroots coali-
tion of more than sixty Latino, African-
American, Asian-American, Native Ameri-
can, labor, religious, student, health, gay/ 
lesbian, human service and education 
organizations. CAUSA's mission is to 
defend immigrants_' rights and well-being 
and to counter the burgeoning anti-
immigrant agenda in Oregon. The coalition, 
founded in the fall of 1995 as CA USA 
'96, focused on defeating anti-immigrant 
ballot measures modeled on California's 
Proposition 187. These measures sought 
to deny benefits, driving privileges, and 
public education to undocumented per-
sons, and to deputize public officials, 
police and educators as immigration 
agents. As a result of CAUSA's organiz-
ing efforts, the initiatives failed to qualify 
for the November, 1996 ballot. Over the 
last several years, CAUSA has con-
ducted more than 50 forums in Oregon to 
raise immigrants' awareness of their 
rights, to discuss welfare and immigration 
reform, and to organize against Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service raids. 
Resist 's grant of$2,000, from the 
Leslie D 'Cora Holmes Memorial Fund, 
will provide general support for 
CAUSA's statewide coalition as they 
continue to defend immigrant rights and 
build immigrant leadership. 
9 to 5 Colorado 
655 Broadway, #300 
Denver; CO 80203; Wrkingwom@aol.com 
www.9to5naww.qpg.com 
9 to 5 Colorado, a chapter of9 to 5, the 
National Association of Working Women, 
was founded in 1996 to involve women in 
efforts to address economic and social 
issues by which they are directly im-
pacted. They combine activism, educa-
tion, advocacy, leadership development 
and support to promote fair pay, an end 
to discrimination and access to training, 
leadership and job opportunities for all 
women. Over the last several years, 9 to 5 
Colorado has conducted a corporate 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
• Join the Resist Pledge Program • 
• 
• We'd like you to consider Yes/ I'll become a 
• becoming a Resist Pledge . RESIST Pledge. • 
• Pledges account for over I'll send you my pledge of $ __ 
• 
• 30% of our income . every month/two months/ 
• quarter/six months (circle one) . 
• By becoming a pledge, you help 
guarantee Resist a fixed and dependable [ ] Enclosed is an initial pledge 
source of income on which we can build contribution of $ 
our grant-making 
[ ] I can't join the pledge program program. In return, we will send you a 
monthly pledge letter and reminder now, but here's a contribution of 
along with your newsletter. We will $ to support your work. 
keep you up-to-date on the groups we Name have funded and the other work being Address done at Resist. City/State/Zip 
So take the plunge and become a Resist 
Pledge! We count on you, and the Phone 
groups we fund count on us. 
Donation• to Resist are tax-deductible. 
• Resist • 259 Elm Street • Suite 201 • SomervUle • MA • 02144 • 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Page 12 RESIST Newsletter 
responsibility campaign, organized 
around welfare reform issues, fought to 
defend affirmative action. The ''Not in 
My Workplace" project educates mem-
bers, allies, co-workers and friends about 
the connections between different forms 
of oppression such as sexism, racism and 
homophobia. 
Resist's grant of$2,000, from the 
Freda Friedman Salzman Memorial Fund, 
will support 9 to 5 Colorado's proposal 
for a workplace anti-discrimination 
outreach and education project designed 
to help low-wage women understand 
their rights and empower them to take 
action. 
Alaska Women's 
Environmental Network 
750 West Second Avenue, #200 
Anchorage, AK 99501; 
levensaler@nwforg 
Alaska Women's Environmental Network 
(A WEN) was founded in the Fall of 1994 
after several local women attended a 
national "Women in Conservation Lead-
ership" conference. The group formed to 
create an on-going network to help Alas-
kan women environmentalists be more 
effective activists. AWEN has since 
developed programs in nine communities 
throughout Alaska, maintained an e-mail 
listserv that provides timely information 
on environmental issues, and assisted in 
the formation of Alaskan Youth for Envi-
ronmental Action. Among environmental 
organizations, A WEN has one of the 
highest rates of participation of people 
from rural Alaska. A WEN participants 
work on issues that include protecting 
open space in urban areas, fighting for 
wilderness protection of the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge and the Copper 
River Delta, and fighting to keep the 
ecosystems of local forests alive and 
healthy. 
A $1,250 grant from Resist will provide 
general support for A WEN as it seeks to 
create networking opportunities and 
training programs to promote women's 
leadership in Alaskan conservation 
efforts. 
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